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THE LEGIS LATIVE ASSE MB LY OF MANITOBA 
10 :00 o 'clock, Thursday, June 13 , 1974 

Opening l'rayer by Mr . Speaker . 

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS 

4 833 

MR . S I-EAKER: Before we proceed I shou ld like to direct the attention of the 
honourab le me mbers to the ga llery where we have 40 students of Grade 8 standing of the St . 
Mary•s Schoo l fro m Ontario . These students are under the direction of Mr. Raymond 
Desjardin. As our guests , I we lco me you this morning on behalf of all the honourab le 
me mbers of the Legis lative Asse mbly .  

!'resenting Petitions ; The Honourable Me mber for Brandon West . 

I-RESENTING l'E TITIONS 

MR. EDWARD McGILL (Brandon West) : Mr . Speaker , on beha lf of the Honourab le 
Me mber for Fort Garry , I beg to present the petition of the Winnipeg Rea l Estate Board 
praying for the passage of an Act to a mend an Act to incorporate the Winnipeg Rea l  Estate 
Board. 

MR. S PEAKER: Reading and Receiving Petitions ; Presenting Reports by Standing 
and Specia l Co mmittees . The Honourab le Me mber for Ste . Rose . 

REPORTS BY STANDING AND SPECIA L CO MMITTEES 

MR . A . R .  ( Pete) ADA M (Ste . Rose) : Thank you, Mr . Speaker . I beg to present the 
second report of the Standing Committee on Agriculture . 

Yo ur Committee met on June 12 , 197 4, and considered bi ll: No . 70 , The Anima l  
Diseases Act 

And has agreed to report the same without a mendment . All of which is respectfu lly 
sub mitted. 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourab le Me mber for Ste . Rose . 
MR . ADAM: I beg to move ,  seconded by the Honourab le Me mber for E merson, that 

the report of the co mmittee be received . 
MOTION presented and carried . 
MR . S l'EAKER: Ministeria l State ments and Tab ling of Reports ; Notices of 

Motion; Introduction of Bi lls ; Que stions ; Orders of the Day. The Honourab le Acting House 
Leader .  

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

HON . RUSSE LL PAU LLEY ( Minister of Labour and Acting House Leader) ( Transcona) : 
I be lieve we • ll go into Committee of the Who le House ; the Honourab le the First Minister has 
the motion. 

MR . SPE AKER: The Honourab le First Minister . 
HON . EDWARD SC HREYER ( Premier) ( Ross mere) : Mr . Speaker , I move , seconded 

by the Honourable the Minister of Labour , that Mr . Speaker do now leave the Chair and 
the House reso lve itself into a Committee of the Who le to consider and report on the fo llowing 
bi lls : 

No . 85 - an Act to a mend The Minera l Taxation Act 

No . 95 - an Act to a mend The Legis lative Asse mbly Act. 

MOTION presented and carried and the House reso lved itse lf into a Co mmitee of the 
Who le with the Honourab le Me mber for Logan in the Chair . 

CO MMITTEE OF THE WHO LE - BILL 85 

MR . CHAIRMAN: Bill No . 85 , an Act to a mend The Minera l Taxation Act, What is 
the wi ll of the co mmittee ? !'age by page ? C la use by c lause . 

C lause 1 sub 1 -- pass ; 2 -- pass ; 1-- pass .  The Honourable Me mber for Birtle
Russe ll. 

MR . HARRY E .  GRAHA M (Birt le -Russe ll) : Mr . Chairman, on the c lause 1. I 
would like an explanation of the di fference between a "beneficial owner" and an owner . 

MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourab le First Minister . 
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MR . SCHREYER: Well, Mr . Speaker, that•s i n  the definition section. I really 
wouldn•t presume to define "benefical owner" any differently tha ri it is defined in section 1.  
I suppose , trying to put it in layman's ter ms ,  beneficial owner as distinct fro m  owner is that 
a beneficial owner is one who has the rights or acquired the rights to exploit the minerals as 
opposed to the person who has the ownership by way of title in fee s imple or whatever other 
interest. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: (Sections 1 to 6 were read and passed. )  I 'll just wait a minute , 
evidently there are so me a mendments;  we haven't come to any yet, so I'll just hold it until 
the a mendments are distributed. 

MR . SCHREYER: Just so that the list of amendments here does not look intimidating 
in ter ms of numbers,  all of the amendments on Page 1- and there are five of the m - all 
relate to the same matter , that is a mistake in the lettering of a schedule to the bill and so 
there is need to re-letter the schedules and that's what all these a mendments are with the 
exception of the a mendment on the second page which I will explain when we come to it,  

MR . SIDNEY SPI VAK , Q . C .  (Leader of the Official Opposition) (River Heights) : 
Mr . Chairman, you'll have to go back to four , I guess , to move the a mendment then. 
--(Interjection)-- Oh, I see .  

MR . CHA IRMAN : Clause 6 -- The Honourable Member for Virden. 
MR . MO R!US McGREGOR ( Virden) : There see ms to be so me dispute or argument 

here r egarding the royalty and the override as the oil producer has to pay that 12 1/2 per 
cent on the top 6. 50 rather than pay the 12 1/2 percent on what his $4. 00 or $3 . 90 or $4. 10 
and is this clear ? And the question is by the oil producers are extre mely unhappy that they're 
paying on so mething that they're really not getting. And likewise to the override . Does it 
co me equally on the 6. 50 or on the 6. 50 less the 12 1/2 percent ? The override will vary fro m 
5 to 15 percent by those co mpanies that have changed hands in recent years . 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourable First Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr . Chairman, I ' m  still not quite certain as to the specific nature 

of the concern expressed by the Me mbe r for Virden. Perhaps he could elaborate . In the 
meantime I think I understand him. I would s i mply indicate that both the owner, that is to 
say the person with the freehold ownership interest and the overriding , the person with the 
overriding interest if there be one, are both subject to taxation, collection of which is the 
responsibility of the producer . And the for mula here speaks for itself insofar as that a mount 
upon which the historic or longstanding 12 1/2 percent rvyalty is applicable . 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The Honourable Me mber for Birtle -Russell. 
MR . GRAHA M: Thank you, Mr . Speaker . I would then ask the First Minister another 

question. In the operation of the provincial sales tax and, Sir , I suggest that a royalty 
and a sales tax are so mewhat similar , if I were to purchase an auto mobile fro m a dealer and 
he says this is a $10 , 000 car , we 'll give you a $5 , 000 discount on it and you pay $5 , 000 
for the car , do I pay sales tax on the $5 , 000 or do I pay sales tax on the $10 , 000 which the 
dealer has suggested really he says is a $10 , 000 car but you're not going to pay 10 , 000,  
you're only going to pay five ? I think, Sir , the principle here is basically the same .  The 
Government is saying to the oil co mpanies that you're going to pay a royalty on a figure that 
the oil company never gets . The oil company never gets the amount of money that they have 
to pay a royalty on. The y're paying royalty on an artificial figure that they never received. 
--(Interjection)-- Well, I understand and I hope I ' m  wrong, I sincerely hope I ' m  wrong, that 
if the price of oil is 6. 50 or 10 . 50,  I understand that the royalty is paid on that figure but the 
oil co mpany doesn •t  receive that kind of money for the oil. They only receive $2 . 00 or 
$3 .00 but they have to pay a royalty and an overriding on a figure that they never received. 
And I think the situation is very analogous to that that applies with the provincial sales tax. 
And I•d like the First Minister to explain. 

MR . CHA IRMAN: The Honourable First Minister . 
MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr . Speaker , again I have to read between the lines so me 

what in ter ms of what the honourable me mber i s  objecting to . A s  I understand the Honourable 
Me mber for Birtle-Russell he is saying that because the producing co mpany is required to 
pay a certain royalty to the owner with overriding interest and to the beneficial owner , etc . , 
etc . that therefore the producing co mpany is getting so mething less than the price that is 
usually talked about as being the wellhead price . Well that a mount is a matter of --well, it 's 
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(MR .  SCHREYER Cont•d) . . • • •  a matter o f  cents rather more than dollar s and cents, it is 
not a great amount and I think that•s simply ta ken care of in the overall net pr ice that the 
produc ing company pays. In other words, if you like ,  it is a part of the co st of his operat ion 
of do ing busine ss. And certainly I might add that there is a certain lat itude in all this because 
the o il produc ing compan ie s  are receiv ing a pr ice for o il now that is, you know, so sub
stantially higher than it wa s a couple of year s ago that if they have to ab sord a few cents, I 
don •t th in k  that it will in any way jeopardize the economic s  of the ir operation. If one wants 
to talk in terms of pur ist pr inc iple s of taxation perhaps the Honourable Member for Birtle
Russell ha s a po int although I can •t even concede that because I would have to have in wr it ing 
really the very specific nature of the po int the honourable me mber is ma king. It•s a little 
vague st ill . 

MR . GRAHAM: Well, S ir,  maybe I can expla in it and I haven't got the deta iled 
brea kdown of how the Government arr ived at the pr ice that the o il company get s. But I 
heard figure s bandied around here of $10 or 6. 50 but it is my under standing that the 
royalty applie s to a figure , say, of, for argument' s  sake ,  a figure of $6. 50.  Let 's  just use 
that for a rgument •s sa ke. But the o il company never get s 6. 50 ; they only get $3.00 or 3. 50 
for the o il and yet the y're a sked to pay a royalty on an art ific ial figure .  If they pa id a royalty 
on the actual amount of money they received, I would say that•s good . But they're be ing 
a sked to pay a royalty on an artific ially inflated figure that , really, a s  far a s  the o il company 
is concerned, doe sn•t exist .  We are left with an erroneous impression that the o il company 
is gett ing 6. 50 or $10 a barrel; they're not getting that figure ; they're getting nowhere near 
that figure . They're gett ing and I under stand $3. 74 a barrel. And I sugge st ,  S ir ,  that the 
royalty should be paid, it' s  a percentage figure and it should be pa id on the $3.74 that 
they're gett ing, and should not be pa id on the $10 or 6. 50 because that ' s  a figure the y never 
get .  And I sugge st that they're pay ing ro yalty on the ir figure s plus the tax that the Govern
ment is rece iv ing a s  we ll .  And why should you pay a royalty on a tax? I think there ' s  a very 
ba sic pr inciple involved he re .  If you •re go ing to pay a royalty on a tax that somebody e lse 
is rece iv ing , then the prov ince ha s a double taxation pr inc iple involved here . You•re pay ing 
a percentage , a legit imate pe>:centage on the $3. 74 but yo u're al so paying a percentage on 
the tax that the Government is collecting so the tax the Government is collecting can be 
a sse ssed at $4 . 00 or whatever they set plus 12 1/2 percent royalty . I think it •s very wrong 
that you should pay a r oyalty on a tax. 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Fir st M inister . 
MR. SCHREYER: Mr . Chairman, I think that the light is beginn ing to dawn a s  to just 

what the honourable member ' s  concern is and perhaps, perhap s I can clarify the matter for 
him by ma king two points. 

The fir st is that if he is relat ing his concern to Section 6, the reference t here to 
Royalty be ing royalty including an overriding royalty, that is not pa id and payable to the 
Crown. It is payable to the per son who ha s the freehold owner ship intere st so that the 
producing company cannot be said , a s  I think the honourable member is saying, the produc ing 
company is not pay ing that amount to the Crown, it is pay ing that to the freehold intere st 
owner and maybe the word "royalty" here is a b it of a miono me r or at lea st causing the 
conceptual difficulty. It is the - if you like - the value that is placed by the freehold owner 
on the re source , that ha s to be paid by the produc ing company in order to have explo it ing 
intere st s  or access to that part icular property. 

Now, Mr . C ha irman, I wonder if it would not expedite matters, since there is a 
certain detailed complexity here , if the Honourable Leader of the Oppo sit ion and member s 
oppo site , the Member from Portage , would agree to hav ing the ADM of Finance brought 
here . And the Deputy of M ine s and Re source s are both now available . I would simply a sk 
them if they're within earshot to ma ke the ir way down to the floor here . 

MR . S PIVAK: Agree ing to this - and I 'm not sure the Fir st M inister wa s pre sent 
when this too k place la st t ime - but I wonder just for record so that he 111 have an ind ication 
of o ur po sit ion. lt1s our belief that this matter should be referred to the Rule s Committee 
and as a matter of practice , when we deal in Committee of the Whole , there should be an 
opportunity for the offic ials to be pre sent . 

MR . PA ULLEY: Perhap s the Clerk could ma ke a note of that Mr . Cha irman, for 
discussion at the Rule s Committee , the que stion of the pr esence of stranger s in the House 
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(MR . PA ULLEY Cont•d) . . .  , • dur ing the Committee o f  the Whole . 
MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for St.  James . 
MR . GEORGE MINAKER (St. James) : Mr . Chairman, I have some technical 

questions I would like to put to the F irst M in ister but I will wa it unt il the people from the 
Department are here . 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourable F irst M in ister . 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr. Chairman, I thin k  perhaps the Member for V ir den was about to 

r ise and there may be some value in his proceeding; we could ta ke notes , 
MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for V irden, 
MR . McGRE GOR: Carrying on the same po int of v iew, it is true this 12 1/2 in 

Man itoba,  probably 80 percent of that is go ing to farmers ,  ind iv iduals . But even if those 
people , the fact that the government is taking the $2 . 50 less the 90 cents or four cents, 
whatever it may be, they're getting Scot free - or , you know, whatever the formula , we 
d isagree from your party to ours,  the formula what it comes down to but they're really 
coming off Scot free on the bas ic $2 ,00 ,  $2 . 50 .  They're paying no royalty to that land owner 
where the producer is 1\av ing to put it up and in Manitoba where there's a lot of the overr ide 
from five to fifteen percent over and above that 12 1/2 percent. Now comb ine those two and 
it•s a b ig penalty to the o il p roducer and does the five and fifteen come after the 12 1/2 per .. 
cent comes off or does it come off of the bas ic top $6. 50? 

MR . SCHREYER: Mr .  Cha irman, perhaps it would be just as  well for the Member 
for St. James to pose his technical po ints as he indicated and we will attempt to respond to 
the po ints raised together . 

MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for St .  James . 
MR . MINA KER: Thank you, Mr . Chairman. My question relates under the section 

we •re dealing with because it becomes part of the calculat ion in the tax to the producer ,  
this incremental tax o f  e ight m ills . I wonder , Mr. Chairman, if the F irst M in ister could 
confirm that on a 20 barrel per day well or larger product ion that the $2 . 69 add it ional moneys 
that will now be prov ided at the wellhe ad, that the e ight mills w ill be applied to the $2 . 69 
addit ional amount which will mean three cents tax . In aldit ion ,  if we look at Schedule C ,  that 
there will be an incremental tax, royalty tax, of $2 . 28 of that $2 . 69 and further that the 
royalty that's paid to the mineral r ight owner , whether it be the Prov inc ial Government or a 
private individual , the min imum royalty paid out of the $2. 69 increase will be approximately 
34 cents . So t hat if we total up for a 20 barrel per day well or more we have three cents 
for the e ight mill tax on the $2 . 69 increase ; we have $2 . 28 for the incremental tax in 
Schedule C ;  we have approximately 34 cents -I believe it is 33 . 6  to be exact - addit ional 
royalty that the producer w ill have to pay to the m ineral r ight owner which, in 20 percent of 
the cases , I understand it is ourselves , the prov ince , the Crown who own it , so that when we 
total this up that you get a total of $2 . 65 so that the producer is left with four cents per 
barrel after the pr ice increase . 

Now it's my understanding that there are also many wells that - where there is an 
overr ide royalty where it happens that the person produc ing it at the present t ime was not 
the initial producer or the person to establish the mineral r ights with the owner of the 
m ineral r ights so that we have poss ib ilities where not only is there 34 cents addit ional 
royalty go ing to the m ineral r ight owner but there could be anywhere from, I believe,  five 
percent to fifteen percent addit ional royalty . And it's m y  understanding in talking with the 
o il indus try that these royalt ies are applied to the wellhead pr ice or the increase that might 
occur at the wellhead. Now in addit ion, Mr . Chairman, my understanding is that these 
producers are also the smaller producers who are not connected to the p ipeline and have to 
use truc king serv ices to truc k the ir crude o il from the well to the p ipeline terminal, are 
facing an increase for this serv ice and I understand it might be in the order of five cents to 
ten cents per barrel, that after all of these taxes and royalt ies are applied to the $2. 69 
increase that in actual fact, if the transportation costs rema in the same as prior to the 
increase , they will be four cents a barrel ahead or if there is a transportation increase to 
these producers , they w ill, in fact, have less money than pr ior, before , Now that is one 
of the questions I raise. 

The other question is tha L I would like to know, it's my understand ing that I believe 
about 38 1/2 percent of the wells are ten barrels or less in production at the present t ime , 
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(MR .  MINAKER Cont•d) . . ... ar e t en barr els per day o r  less . The r ema ining 62 percent 
of the wells in production ar e t en barr els or mor e with 35 percent of the wells , I b eliev e, 
ar e around the 20 barr el mark or mor e. I wonder if the First M inist er can g et th e staff to 
confirm this . 

Mr . S peaker ,  if we look at what the wellhead price was in 1970 , my understanding the 
w ellhead pri c e  in 19 70 was $2 .74 a barrel, that if we add th e net amount that is available 
aft er all of the incremental taxes ar e plac ed and all th e ov erh eads ar e tak en off th is $2, 69 per 
barr el incr eas e, anybody produc ing over 20 barrels to day will get fo ur cents a barr el 
addit ional moneys and we add it to the former pric e of $3. 69 a barr el, which was t he wellhead 
pr ic e prior to th is rec ent inc reas e, we g et a value of $3. 7 3  per barr el is what the pro duc er 
will hav e and, Mr . Cha irman, if w e  compar e t hat to the 19 70 pr ic e of $2 . 74 that the produc er 
will hav e experienc ed thirt y- s ix and a half percent incr eas e in four years . I qu estion, Mr , 
Chairman, whether or not the small produc ers wh ich w e•r e talking about, b ecaus e they'r e  
the peo ple who ar e not connect ed to the pi peline and hav e thes e additiona l trans portation 
costs , wh ether or not they will b e  able to continue to o perat e. 

For that r eason, Mr . Chairman, I again ask the First M inister if thes e producers 
cannot o perate b ecaus e of the lack of incr eas e of moneys to handl e the increas ed costs of 
production, is it the int ention of the Government to ta ke ov er the production of o il in Mani toba? 
I know the m emb ers on o ur side, the Progr es s iv e  Cons ervativ e  Party, would like to ha;ve an 
answer to that question. Is the int ent of the Gov ernment to tak e ov er th e production of o il 
in Manitoba? B ecaus e it woul d a ppear that if our fig ur es ar e corr ect that the small produc er 
or any produc er that is 20 barr els per day or mor e on the well will hav e  in the order of four 
c ents per barr el and it would a ppear could not continue to o perat e if we und erstand what the 
produc ers hav e said to us personally that a s ev en to eight barr el a day well is the br eak- ev en 
point at this t im e, and that ev en if they w er e  able to o perat e for s ix years unint errupted at an 
eight barr el per day o perat ion with no s erv ic e  probl ems , and if they could continually pump 
for s ix years they then could possibly afford to drill anoth er w ell. This is what the produc ers 
ar e fac ed with, that under the pr es ent s etup they cannot afford to drill new wells so the 
exploration of new o il in the V irden ar ea will pr etty well sto p. So I again plac e the question 
to the First Minister on b ehalf of the P .C .  caucus b ecaus e we want to know if it is the 
int ent ion of the Government to take ov er the pr oduct ion of the o il industry b ecaus e it would 
a ppear with the burdens of taxes and the royalty on this new incr eas e of $2 ,69 that the produc er 
is looking at anywh er e  from a minimum of four c ents per barr el up to - if we go to the 10-
barrel product ion lev el - and I understand this is wher e  the majority of the wells ar e producing 
10 barr els and abov e - w e'll b e  looking at a 62 c ent per barr el incr eas e. Mr . S peaker ,  if 
thes e  peo pl e  hav e to close  down and ther e's no further exploration, new exploration in our ar ea 
for that mineral, is it the int ention of the Gov ernment to take ov er the production of the oil 
industry in Manitoba or would they pr efer it to sit in the ground and not be produced and at 
some futur e dat e, through the l egislation that we •r e looking at, take ov er the industry - fiv e  
y ears from now or when ev er - andha veit in their ownhandswithout any problems ofgetting some 
kind of value giv en to the produc ers that ar e ther e  now produc ing for their equ ipment and so 
on? To us on this s id e  this is a v ery important question that we would like  answer ed and we 
would also like  answer ed thes e  t echnical qu estions rais ed on royalt ies and so forth . 

MR. SCHREYER: Th e one question for clarification from the Honourable Memb er for 
St. Jam es ,  I think the s econd last point he made was som ething to this effect, t hat for the 
produc er ,  he said ,  the incr eas e ra ng es anywher e from a few c ents - I think he said fo ur 
c ents - to how much? 

MR. MINA KER: Mr . Chairman, on a t en barr el per day I believ e that we allowed 
thr ee c ents for the eight mill incr ement and $1 . 80 out of Schedule C and 34 c ents for the 
royalty . You end up with a total of $2. 17 of the $2 .69 increas e b eing taken off b efor e  the 
produc er has acc ess to it , which leav es him with 62 cent s per barr el .  That would be on a t en 
barr el per day well . But obv iously on a 15 barr el per day well it dro ps to 28 c ents per 
barr el if you us e thos e s imilar calculations . 

MR . SCHREYER:  Mr . Chairman, in r es ponding to the questions that hav e b een put 
thus far I would simply indicat e that I would ask the M emb er for St. James to run his 
calculations again becaus e when he talks of th e bottom range as b eing somewher e only in the 
order of four cents or ther eabouts sur ely he is not r eferring to the produc er .  He must b e  
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(MR. SCHREYER Cont'd) . • • . .  referring to those who have e ithe r freehold o r  ove rriding 
royalty interest because the produce r, even in the case of the large r wells u pon wh ich the 
inc remental t ax is la rge r, even in those c ases the produce r  does rece ive an inc rement in 
share - at least an inc rement in the o rde r of 30 cents o r  32 cents o r  more and inc reas ing, 
of course , to something in the o rde r of 90 cents to 95 cents in the case of the wells that a re 
smalle r, below 10 ba rrels a day output . But even the large wells , the produce r's share is 
in the o rde r of 30 cents o r  graduating upwa rds . So did the hono urable membe r mean the 
produce r o r  did he mean to say those with the freeholde r overriding royalty inte rests as 
rece iv ing only fo ur cents o r  s ix cents o r  whatever? P e rha ps you could clarify it . 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The Honourable Membe r for St . James.  
MR. MIN AKER :  Thank you, Mr.  Cha irm an. I 'm refe rring to  the producer that has 

a rranged with the owne r of m ine ral rights to produce and get the o il from that particular 
rese rve,  and I wonde r, Mr. Cha irman, if the First M iniste r  could confirm with his a ides 
that on a well that•s producing 20 ba rrels pe r day o r  mo re ,  that the inc re ased tax from the 
e ight mill w ill be three cents - that's one th ing would he confirm? Secondly , if we have 
read Schedule 11C 11 co rrectly, that the produce r, or the tax on the $2 . 69 inc rease will be 
$2 . 28 ,  and furthe r, that if the re is a lease fo r the mine ral rights that commits the produce r 
to pay 12 1/2 pe rcent fo r the wellhead inc rease,  if we a pply 12 1/2 pe rcent to the $2.69 
we get 33 . 6  cents,  o r  roughly 34 cents , so that out of the $2 .69 inc rease the re 's three 
cents in the eight m ill inc rement; $2 . 28 from Schedule "C" ,  that makes $2 . 3 1, and then 
the re 's 34 cents that is committed to the owne r of the m ine ral rights , wh ich could be 
the P rovince , making a total of $2 . 65 that a re committed out of the $2 .69 before the produce r  
has access o r  use of the moneys . S o  if we subt ract from the $2 .69 the $2. 65 , the produce r  
w ill be left with four cents pe r barrel, wh ich could b e  used u p  if he gets a trans portation 
inc re ase in costs fo r that se rv ice - which is re po rted they a re looking at a five cents to ten 
cents pe r ba rrel inc rease fo r trans po rtation costs - tha f they would be wo rse off than they 
we re prio r to the inc rease of the $2 . 69 in the implementation of this pro posed tax. 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honou rable First M in ister. 
MR. SCHREYER:  Well, in all that, Mr. S peake r, the analysis is largely correct. 

Where the Membe r fo r St.  James is unde r a misa pprehens ion is w ith res pect to the clos ing 
rama rks that he made . The produce r  does not pay the furthe r 12 1/2 pe rcent to the C rown 
on  o il production that is relating to this Schedule ; what the Membe r fo r St.  James is do ing 
re ally is m ix ing togethe r o il production on C rown land and on freehold inte rest -- freehold 
interest owned land. The re is no furthe r royalty pa id to the C rown on production unde r this 
Schedule if it's on freehold held land. 

A MEMBER: How about the othe r Act? 
MR. CHAIRMAN : The Honourable Leade r of the O ppos ition. 
MR . SIDNEY SPIV AK, Q. C .  (Leader of the Offic ial O ppos it ion) (Rive r He ights) : I 

think then maybe it's necessary to clarify a pos it ion here .  This Act will a pply to only 
freehold land. The M in ing Act would a pply to C rown land. And the Mining Act you're pro
pos ing, you're propo sing with res pect to C rown land changes as well, I assume , and that's 
intended to be done by regulat ion. --(Inte rjection)-- Yes , it's been unde r regulat ion but I 
just want to clear and unde rstand co rrectly that it 's your intention, with res pect to C rown 
land, to deal with this by the M in ing Act by regulat ion, and you're go ing to b ring that into 
l ine w ith this Act. All right. May I ask, have the regulat ions , o r  can an undertaking be 
g iven w ith res pect to the M ining Act as o pposed to this Act,  tha t what we a re talking about is 
a schedule and a fo rmu la that will be s imilar? So that in effect ,  we a re talking --(Inte r
jection)-- Well, possibly this will . . .  

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Membe r fo r St. James . 
MR. MINAKER :  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wonde r if the First Ministe r  then 

could adv ise on the 80 pe rcent of the land o r  the wells that a re produc ing on land whe re the 

mine ral rights are owned by the indiv iduals , the c it izens of Manitoba o r  whoeve r  owns the 

mine ral rights , would then my calculations be co rrect that they would be comm itted to pay 

34 cents ; in a contract they have with the owne r of the m ine ral rights , they would be 

committed to pay the 34 cents inc rease in royalty to them, giv ing a total, as we indicated 

prev iously, of $2 . 65 committed e ithe r to the P rov ince in the tax of three cents and $2. 28 

and 34 cents commitment to the owne r of the m ine ral rights , so that in 80 pe rcent of the 
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(MR .  MINAKER Cont•d) . • . . .  cas es - or that •s not the co rrect stat ement, but 8 0  perc ent 
of the wells that a re produc ing a re on pro perties wh ere t he min eral rights are own ed by some
one other than the C rown, that in that s ituation, if there's a well produc ing 20 barrels per day 
o r  more, that the producer will only rec eiv e  four cents per ba rrel, the net ga in to him in thos e 
s ets of c ircumstanc es , wh ich I understand a re qu it e a few. 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourable F irst Minister. 
MR . SCHREYER: Well, M r. Chairman, no, I couldn't confirm the honourable 

m emb er's assumption. C ertainly that 's not my impress ion and I checked with adv is ers here, 
and it's confirmed to me that the amount that would b e  available to the produc er would b e  32 
c ents , not four c ents . So w e' re back to that po int again. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The Honourable M emb er fo r St. James . 
MR . MINAKER: Thank you, M r. Chai rman. I wonder if th e F irst M inister, then, 

could us e the exam ple s imilar to what I did, showing where th e differenc e comes in, why 
th ere is a 32 c ents - - in other wo rds , you' re showing that there's 28 c ents more available 
under the c ircumstanc es that I hav e c it ed. Could he ex plain that ? 

MR . CHAIRMAN: Th e Honourable F irst M inist er. 
MR . SCHREYER: M r. Cha irman,  perha ps adv is ers here can att em pt to plumb the 

d epths of that question. There is perha ps a c erta in com pl ex ity to it . I, in the m eantime, 
will try to outline to the Honourable M emb er fo r St.  James ,  in list fo rmat ,  just how this is 
allocat ed on a per ba rrel bas is fo r a w ell produc ing 20 barrels per day , b ecaus e that•s 
really what's at issue o r  the po int of conc ern that •s b een ra is ed. Therefo re, there is a 
four-way allocation. The inc reas e in the mineral tax at eight mills comes to three c ents . 
S econdly , the inc rem ental tax, 238 mills , a ppl ied to the pric e inc rem ent comes to $2, 28 .  
And, by the way, I say this on the s id e; we're talking here about a bas e inc reas e of $2. 69 . 
Thi rdly , inc reas e in fr eehold mineral owner's share, 12 1 /2 perc ent,  comes to six c ents ; 
and finally, inc reas e in produc er's share 32 c ents . And if you total it, it comes to $2 . 69 . 

MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable M ember fo r B i rtl e-Russ ell. 
MR . GRAHAM :  Mr. Cha irman, can the F irst M inister tell us how he a rriv es at the 

inc reas e in the owner's share is s ix c ents ? If you take, say it 's 12 1/2 perc ent ,  12 1/2 per
c ent of what giv es you s ix c ents ? Twelv e and a half perc ent of $2. 69 , I und erstand, is 34 
c ents . I think there is an erro r some place in the F irst M inister's calculations . 

A MEMBER: 12 1/2 perc ent of 48 c ents comes to s ix c ents . 
MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourable F irst Minist er. 
MR. SCHREYER: W ell, Mr. Cha irman, that 's pretty obvious and that's co rrect; 

12 1/2 perc ent of 48 c ents comes to s ix c ents , and that 48 c ents , where does it come from? 
W ell that 48 c ents repres ents the different ial b etween th e inc rement and the inc remental tax, 
Is n •t that co rrect, bas ically? 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourable M ember fo r St. James .  
MR . MINAKER: Mr. Cha irman, it's my und erstand ing in talk ing with some of the 

produc ers in the past few days that th ere fo rm, their contract with the mineral rights 
owners ,  is bas ed on the w ellhead pric e. Th ey get 12 1/2 perc ent of the w ellhead pric e. 
Th is is my understanding. It's a standard fo rm No. 7 o r  som ething to that effect, that it 
indicat es that they will g et 12 1/2 perc ent of the w ellh ead pric e, so that you • re looking at the 
g ross inc reas e, not th e net inc reas e, after taxes . This is my understanding and mayb e I 
can b e  correct ed if I am wrong, but this is , I b eliev e, the understanding of the small 
produc ers that I hav e talked with in the past few days and this is one of their conc erns . 
B ecaus e in actual fact, if what I am say ing is a fact,  the mineral right owner will b e  getting 
34 c ents where the produc er will only b e  getting 4 c ents . 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The Honourable F irst Minist er. 
MR . SCHREYER: M r. Chairman, what complicates this a little further, at least 

mak es s im ple reckon ing much more difficult , is that there is a variation as b etween the well
h ead pric e and field pric e, the latter b eing tha t pric e which is wellhead pric e adjusted fo r 
ma rshalling o r  trans po rtation o r  transmission costs , a nd  that va ries considerably, anywhere 
from nil to practically n il,  to fifty , sixty c ents a barrel ,  and I wouldn't presume to try to 
so rt of outline the rationale as to why the ma rshalling and collect ing o r  transmission cost 
varies the way it do es . It1s a funct ion of distanc e to so me ext ent , 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourable Member fo r St. Ja mes . 
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MR . MINAKER :  Mr. S peaker , in all due r es pect to th e First Minister ,  we •re 
dealing with a differ enc e of wellhead prices .  The trans portation costs exist ed when it  was 
$3 .69 a barr el, that i n  some cas es ,  I think at Lulu Lake, they 're  paying 72 c ents a barrel, 
and in the Virden ar ea some ar e paying 30 to 35 c ents a barrel, but what we•r e dealing with 
is the i ncremental differ enc e  now, so that when you look at the 2 ,  69 increas e, and ev en 
though th e wellhead price was ,  say , 3 . 69 b efor e  this incr eas e and th e trans portation costs 
we•ll say w er e  69 cents , then if the royalty was paid on thr ee dollars b efor e, now it would b e  
paid o n  5. 69 if we add 2 .  69 , b ecaus e pr esumably th e trans portation costs hav en •t changed, 
So the produc er is still fac ed with that problem,  Mr . Chatrman, that aft er all the incremental 
ta xes ar e a ppli ed,  he is still committed,  to my und erstanding, by contract with th e mineral 
right owner ,  to pay him 34 cents , b ecaus e that is still what th e differ ence  is from prior to 
the increase and what it is today , and this is th e problem th ey ar e fac ed with , that they will 
b e  committed by contract with th e 34 cents royalty charge in some cases ,  and in some cas es 
mor e, so that they may hav e b een paying only possibly- I hav en't worked out - 12 1/2 percent 
on thr ee dollars would b e  mayb e 37 cents royalty , but now th ey will hav e to pay 71 cents , and 

this is wh er e  th e problem com es in, Mr . Chairman. 
MR . CHA IRMAN : The Honourable M emb er for Birtle-Russ ell .  
MR . GRAHAM :  Mr . Chairman, ther e s eems to be a particular point h er e  that, Sir ,  

it i s  our cont ention that the Gov ernment has com plet ely either b een misinformed or has ov er 
looked,  and Sir , th e Gov ernment-- I b elieve, S ir ,  anyway - i s  under th e im pr ession that th e 
small produc er is going to rec eiv e at least 32 -- ev en in th e highest cat egory h e•s still going 
to r ec eiv e a 32 c ent incr eas e, and w e  contend, Sir , that b ecaus e th e Gov ernment is eith er 
misinform ed or has miscalculated on th e royalty that th e produc er must pay und er contract 
to the freehold owner ,  that th ere  is a vast differ enc e  b etween what is actually ha ppening 
and what the Gov ernment b eli eves is going to ha ppen. And, Sir , if ther e  is that problem,  I 
was just wondering, Sir , if the Gov ernment was willing to take a quick, complete s econd look 
at this and maybe - I suggest, Sir , that maybe this should b e  dealt with this aft ernoon rath er 
than this morning . 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Th e Honourable First Minist er .  
MR . SCHREYER: Mr . Chairman, ther e  was no point i n  the honourable memb er 

suggesting or implying that th er e  has not been a v ery l engthy r evi ew of this matt er by th e 
a ppro priate officials of the D epartment of Financ e and th e D epartm ent of Mines and Resources .  
Th e one unarticulat ed pr emis e  i n  this whole argument , Sir , and one that has not b een acknow
ledged by honourable memb ers o pposite, is that ther e has b een considerable price adjustment 
taking place  in the past 24 to 30 months before  the most r ec ent increas es w er e  effected on 
th e first of A pril, and that ther efore all of the r efer enc e to incr eas ed costs of production, 
incr eas ed costs of doing business in the o il industry b ecaus e of inflation, etc . ,  and th e us e 
of that argument to att empt to justify allowing a larger shar e of this windfall to the produc ers,  
etc . ignor es the fact that between 1972 and the autumn of  19  73  ther e was a per barr el incr eas e 
of about a dollar to $1. 20,  and most of tha t  has gone to the b enefit of the oil- producing com pan
i es and thos e with overriding int er ests and thos e  with fr eehold inter est as w ell. I indicat ed 
yesterday the way, the pattern of oil price adjustment in th e past decade - well, not only for 
one decade, Sir , but for two . For almost twenty y ears the price of oil has b een constant , or 
practically so . And th en in 19 72, in early 172 ,  it started to escalate - 197 1 ,  corr ection; 
I don•t want to exaggerat e th e cas e - and it has escalated considerably , to th e advantage of 
producers and thos e  with b eneficial and other inter ests in oil and pro perty r elating to oil. 
And th ey hav e taken th e lion's share, by far th e gr eater shar e, of all of that increas e which 
has sli pped by public att ention, It is only th e dramatic incr eas e of last fall and this s pring 
that has s eiz ed public attention . So honourable memb ers simply must not forget ,  should not 
forget ,  that ther e  has been a substantial incr eas e accruing to the b enefit of th e produc ers 
and thos e  r elating to oil property, in 19 72,  19 73,  and '71 as well . 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Th e Honourable L eader of th e O pposition. 
MR. S PIVAK : Mr . Chairman, I wonder if I could make a r ecomm endation to th e First 

Minister .  Th e stated obj ectives ar e understood and hav e not r eally been quarr elled with . 
Ther e  is a problem in understanding what is taking plac e, and th e Honourable M emb er from 
St. Jam es has indicat ed his position, which show a variation, and if it's not intended - and I 
don•t think that th e Gov ernment is intending to say one thing and do anoth er ,  and I want to make 
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(MR. S PIV AK cont •d) . . .  that very c lear , but I t hink it's necessary that t here be the o ppor
tunity for some of  you . T here was an  o pportunity that was presented in  t he ear lier stages 
when the Minister o f  Mines and Natural Resources said that his o fficia ls would be availab le ,  
and t hey were for that first meeting. But I wonder i f  it 's possible in t his for the Honourab le 
Member for St . James , probab ly the Honourab le Member for Virden, the First Minister and 
the o fficials ,  to at least meet on this . T he form that we have now and the way in which we 
are dealing with this now , makes it almost impossib le ,  I think , to get to the heart o f  the 
matter,  and I say t his to you quite frankly.  And I think that i f  they have that o pportunity o f  
meeting private ly to be ab le to look at the arithmetic , and be ab le to understand the calcu
lations , then the Honourab le Member for St .  James may determine that he 's been in error 
or the Premier may find t hat there is some misunderstanding that should be c lari fied at this 
point . 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The Honourab le First Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER:  We ll, Mr . C hairman, in order to e xpedite consideration o f  the 

matter in a way t hat wi ll be better understood, I would agree to t he suggestion that we proceed 
through the bi ll, let it be indicated what sections you wis h he ld ,  inc luding the schedule ,  I 
would think, and by leave we can arrange to ho ld the bill over ; a fter we•ve proceeded with all 
the sections , indicate t hose you wis h he ld ,  ho ld the bi ll over and come back to it this a fternoon.  
And t hen may I ask t he Members for St . James and Virden and Birt le-Russe ll i f  they have 
se parate points or i f  they can collective ly put their points in writing and somehow get it to me 
by, say, 12 :30 or thereabouts, one o •clock, in written form so that we can more precise ly 
understand the nature of their concern. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: T he Honourable Member for St .  Jame s .  
MR. MlNAKER :  Mr . Chairman, would t here be any possibility, a fter this bi ll is 

hand led in the manner that the First Minister has indicated, that we could possib ly sit down 
wit h  the o fficials to go over this with t hem prior to the 1:30 ? 

MR .  SCHREYER: We ll, yes , Mr . S peaker . Certainly that can be arranged. I would, 
however , once again ask that the case e xam ples they wish to use , inc luding the s pecific 
numbers by way o f  e xample ,  be in written form with honourable members , and we can arrange 
to meet, let us say, at 1:30 in the Members Lounge across the way as we did the other day. 

MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Birtle-Russe ll. 
MR . GRAHAM : Sir , I wish to thank the First Minister for t hat conci liation, but Sir , 

much o f  the prob lem, I suggest , is very di fficult to put in a written form . I think we could 
accomplish far more in an oral and free e xc hange rat her than trying to put it a ll in writing. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : T he Honourable First Minister.  
MR . SCHREYER:  Mr . C hairman, I did not want to imply that we wou ld be e xc luded 

from dea ling verbally wit h the matter , but sure ly it would be he lpful to have one or two case 
study e xample s ,  or case e xamples ,  in written form. 

MR . CHAIRMAN: C lause 6 - ho ld? (Ho ld . )  C lause 7 - 4  ( 1) (a) - pass ;  
(b) - pass ? 

MR. McGREGOR: Mr . Chairman, I t hink the First Minister would have to re ly on 
his memory, but wh en t he oil peo ple were in here discussing this some six weeks ago , 
one o f  their de legation a pproached us , knowing that this wouldn•t be in e ffect,  and asked about 
the payments on the tax, i f it came into e f fect in A pril, and I think the Minister at that hour 
said , "Have no fear :• or words to this e ffect, that as the ta x has now been paid - I mean the 
c heques are out - the peo ple have s pent

-
it ,  and inasmuch as it doesn't come into e ffect to 

the peo ple o f  Manitoba till July ,  is there room to stretc h t hat into the ne xt pay ? May payment 
isn •t here yet , and as t hey warned - this has been ca lls that I •ve got .  I don't persona lly recall 
the verbal discussion in t his area because it was a two-hour s hot,  but they seem to be united 
that t his was a promise from t he Minister, that it would not come into e f fect as o f  A pril the 
first . Is t here any . . .  ? 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourab le First Minister.  
MR. SCHREYER: We ll, Mr . S peaker, I would be very sur prised i f  there was any 

undertaking by the Minister o f  Mines t hat the a pplication o f  the revised royalties would not 
come into e f fect unti l a date somewhat later than t he first o f  A pril, because the entire e xercise 
in ana lysis had been predicated a ll along on t he fact that on the first of A pril there would be , 
across Canada , authori zation and a pprova l for the increase o f  the we llhead price o f  oil, and 
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(MR . SCHREYER cont •d) . . •  therefore Manitoba a t  no time had it i n  mind t o  depart from 
the schedule as it applied to Alberta , Saskatchewan, and any othe r oil-producing area in 
Canada. 

MR . CHAI RMAN : (The balance of Clause 7 was read and passed . )  
Clause 8 ,  4 . 1  (1) (a) - pass ;  (b) -- I believe there is supposed to be an amendment. 
MR . SCHREYER: T here is an a i:ne ridment here , Mr . Chairman, and I would ask to 

be allowed to simply read it on to the record: That the proposed subsection 4. 1 (1) of the 
Mining Royalty and Ta x Act , as set out in Section 8 of the bill, of B ill 8 5 ,  be amended by 
striking out the letter "(b)" in the second last line thereof and substituting therefor the 
letter "(d)". 

here . 
MR . CHAI RMAN : Agreed? 4 . 1 - pass . 4 . 1  (2) -- I believe ther .e is an amendment 

MR . MINAKER: Can we have the amendment and then . . .  ? 
MR. CHAIRMAN : The Honourable First Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER: That the proposed subsection 4 , 1 (2) of the Mining Royalty and 

Ta x Act, as set out in Section 8 ,  Bill 8 5 ,  be amended by striking out the letter "C" in the 
second line thereof and substituting the letter "D" therefor . 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourable Member for St .  Jame s .  
MR. MINAKER :  Mr . S pe aker ,  maybe I heard the First Minister wrong, but that 

amendment tha t he just read, was it not under 4 . 1 sub (1) ? 
MR . CHAIRMAN: 4 . 1 (1) . • •  

MR . MINAKER: I had intended to speak on 4 .  1 ( 2) . If we are not there , then I . . • 

MR. CHAIRMAN : We are on (2) now. 
MR . MINAKER: O . K .  
MR . CHAIRMAN: That •s the amendment changing (b) to (d) . 
MR. SCHREYER: Mr. C hairman, if the member agrees , of course it 's his right , 

but 4 . 1 (2) to which I •ve moved a technical amendment , or a lettering amendment only , tha t  
is a section that I would propose b e  held over a s  well, s o  i f  the honourable member wishes 
to speak now or would he wish to speak after the noon hour recess ? 

MR. MINAKER: Well, Mr . Chairman, I believe that the Progressive Conservative 
Party are prepared to speak at this time on this particular section, and if it would e xpedite 
things , we could proceed. I think unless , that upon approving t his in principle that we accept 
Schedule C ,  if t hat is understood that we •d be accepting Schedule C ,  then I would suggest we 
'Vait until after lunch ; however dealing with the principle of the Lieutenant-Governor in-Council 
having the power to change the regulation, or the schedule , by simply Order-in-Council , 
that we are prepared to speak on that principle at this time , but if it would e xpedite to deal 
with both matters after lunch then I would suggest we do it that way. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: 4 . 1 (2) as amended then - hold? Could we just technically amend 
this (c) to (d) and then hold it? 

MR . SCHREYER: T he amendment having been moved is before the Legislature and 
the section is agreed, by leave , to be held over . 

MR. CHAIRMAN :  We agree just to the technical amendment and then to hold the 
section. 4 . 1 (3) (a) - pass ? 

MR. MINAKER: Mr . Chairman, the only comment I would like to make under this 
section is that in talking with some of the smaller producers in the Virden area, many of them 
maybe have t wo ,  three , four wells and do their own accounting, and if we understand the 
principle of the formula in its method of application, it will require considerable more 
accounting time to try and follow through with this ,  because it •s my understanding that it will 
be a month by month calculation and also will involve daily productions in the calculation 
of some of these values . And there was a concern by the producers that there would be an 
involvement in a fairly complicated accounting procedure to follow , and this was the concern 
of the producers . I just make that as a comment , that the way they are proposing to calcu
lat e  out the value for P as it is defined , that will create some accounting problems , as far 
as increased work and so forth . But that, I understand, is the producers • problem. 

The other thing was that we would like to comment on the fact that the principle , 
there seems to be a principle for producing, and what will be provided in terms of dollars 
and cents for the producer at wellhead price . And then there seems to be another philosophy 
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(MR. MINAKER cont •d) . • •  in r egards to w hat will b e  t he minimum price for ta xing pur pos es .  
It•s my understanding, i n  r eading t he Act, t hat t he wellhead pric e can nev er dro p b elow 5 .  8 0  
the way i t  stands , and w e  wo uld pr es um e under t he pr es ent conditions o f  t he oil market t hat 
t his would nev er ha ppen, b ut it's still a conc ept that •s b eing put forward, t hat r egardless of 
what ha ppens on t he open market ,  the produc er will always b e  committ ed to a minimum well
head price of $5 •. 80 .  So w her e in ot her cas es ,  if it actually ris es hig her ,  then he has to 
pay t he tax on t hat, t he incr em ental tax, so ther e s eems to b e  a philoso phy her e  t hat ther e  
will b e  a minimum t hi ng  t hat t he Gov ernment will acc ept r egardless of what ha ppens on t he 
o pen market if it s ho uld, for some unfor es een r eason, fall to below 5 . 80 ,  and I s uggest 
probably t hat it will nev er occur .  

MR. SCHREYER: T hat is exactly w hy w e  ar e asking for 4 . 1 (2) .  
MR . MINAKER: Mr . S peaker, we will debate t hat one lat er on, but I think our 

concern is t he fact that 5 .80 is an it em t hat is s et in t he Act and was a concern of t he_produ
c ers.  

MR. CHAIRMAN : Is t his t he s ection t hat t he hono urable member wants to  hold, or --
Mr , First Minister ,  t her e ar e two tec hnical amendm ents to 4 . 1  (3) (a) . 

MR . SCHREYER:  Wo uld yo u r ead t hem pleas e? 
MR . MINAKER: One, I b eli ev e, 
MR . CHAIRMAN : W ell, two places in • • .  

MR . SCHREYER: Y es ,  Y es ,  in two places ,  but i t 's one motion: T hat t he pro pos ed 
s ubsection 4 . 1  (3) of t he Mining Royalty and Ta x Act, as s et o ut in S ection 8 of Bill 8 5 ,  
b e  amended by striking o ut t he letter C w her e it a ppears o n  t he first line o f  page 4 and again 
on t he first line of t he paragraph in claus e (b) commencing wit h t he letter M, and s ubstituting 
t her efor, in eac h cas e, t he letter D .  

It's quit e simple. I t  so unds com plicat ed, 
MR. CHAIRMAN : Tec hnical am endment - passed? 
MR . MINAKER: Y es ,  Mr. C hairman, i t •s j ust a t ec hnical t hing , b ut I wond er w her e 

do es t he last c hange occ ur ,  w her e we c hange "C" to "D" , in w hat part -- is t hat under M? 
MR . CHAIRMAN : On page 4 ,  and if  yo u•ll look und er (b) yo u'll s ee a s ection headed M. 
MR. MINAKER: Y es .  Okay . 
MR. CHAIRMAN : T hos e two t ec hnical amendm ents , pass ed? And t he claus e  s ection 

held , Agr eed? O h  pardon me, t her e's some mor e her e y et .  4 . 1 (4) - Do you want t hat 
held? (no) P ass . 4 . 2  (1) - Pass . 4 , 2  (2) - P ass . 4 . 3 - Pass . Claus e  8 - held, 

Cla us es 9 and 10 wer e  r ead s ection by s ection and pass ed ,  
Claus e  11 .  2 3  (a) - I b eli ev e  . .  
MR . MINAKER: Mr . C hairman, I wonder if w e  can hav e  Section 11  held as well? 

I b eli ev e  that •s b een c hanged, 
MR. CHAIRMAN: S ection 11 .  I b eli ev e  t her e•s a t ec hnical amendment ther e, is t her e 

not? Wo uld yo u pleas e mov e it,  Mr . First Minister? 

MR . SCHREYER :  Mr . S peaker , agr eeing to hold ov er s ection 11 -that was t he r equest, 
T hen, in holding it ov er ,  I would mov e now that t he pro pos ed S ection 23 of T he Mining Royalty 
and Ta x Act as s et o ut in S ection 11  of Bill 8 5 ,  b e  am ended by striking o ut the letter "C" in 
claus e  (c) t her eof and substituting t her efor t he letter "D" ; and in agr eeing to hold ov er S ection 
11, can I obtain clarification as to w het her 4 .  1 ( 3) , whether you, Sir , indicat ed it was to b e  
held, I did not r equest i t  and I don't t hink i t  was r eq uest ed, s o  co uld i t  b e  agr eed t o  b e  passed? 
4 , 1 (3) Y es .  

MR . CHAIRMAN : 4 .  1 ( 3) . Agr eed? (Agreed) 
MR. SCHREYER: T hank you. 
MR . CHAIRMAN : T he t ec hnical amendment in 11- pass ed? And t he Claus e  to b e  

held , Claus e  11 - Hold? (Clauses 1 2  and 1 3  wer e  r ead s ection by s ection and pass ed , )  
Claus e  14 - T he Hono urable First Minister .  
MR. SCHREYER: Mr. C hairman, this s ection will b e  held over as well, b ut I would 

mov e the amendm ent now and have  it stood ov er wit h t he s ection. 
I move  t hat S ection 14 of Bill 85  be am ended 
(a) by striking o ut t he letter "B" in t he s econd line ther eof and s ubstituting t her efor 

t he lett er "C" ; 
(b) by striking o ut t he word and letter " SCHE D ULE C" in t he t hird line of t his s ection 
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(MR . SCHREYER c ant 'd) . • . and substituting th er efor the word and letters "SCHED ULE D" ; 
and 

(c) by adding th ereto imm ediat ely aft er the word "production" in th e last line ther eof, 
the words, "and wher e  the quoti ent obtained by that div ision includes a fraction, if th e 
fraction is l/2 or less the fraction shall be ignored; and if the fraction is mor e than l/2 the 
quot ient shall b e  incr eased to th e next whole numb er . "  

MR . CHAIRMAN : Thos e  two t echnical amendments - pass ? And th e Claus e h eld. 
Agr eed? (Agr eed . )  

Claus e 15 - pass ?  
MR . MINA KER :  Mr . Chairman, I wonder if that can b e  held as well, becaus e . 
MR. CHAIRMAN : Clause 15 ? 
MR . MINAKER:  Y es .  I think it ti es into the princ i ple that we wish to discuss.  
MR. CHAIRMAN : Clause 16; That compl et es th e bill till w e  come. back this aft ernoon. 
MR . SCHREYER: Y es ,  Mr . S peaker , just for clarification. The process now would 

b e  that this aft ernoon the House L eader would b e  calling this bill back for considerat io n  by 
the Committee of th e Whole. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Agr eed. 
MR. PA ULLEY: But in th e int erim you'r e  going to  inform . 
MR. SCHREYER: Y es .  

• . • • •  cont inued o n  next page 
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MR . CHAIRMAN :  Bill No . 95 , an Act to amend the Legislative Assembly Act.  What 's 
the Committee 's will ? Clause by clause ? Page by page ? 

A MEMBER: Clause by clause . 

MR . CHAIRMAN :  C lause by clause . Clause 1 - pass . Just hold it a minute I believe 

there are some amendments .  The amendments being distributed ? 
Clause 1 - Oh I see , they have not been distributed yet .  Does everyone have a copy of 

the amendments ? 

Clause 1 - pass - The Honourable First Minister . I believe that you have an amendment . 

MR . SCHREYER: Mr . Chairman , there would be an addition of a section here as follows: 

That Bill 95 be amended by adding thereto , immediately after section 1 thereof, the 
following section: 
Sec . 1 8 . 1  

1 . 1  The Act is further amended by adding thereto , immediately after section 18 thereof, the 
following section: 

Exception under Sec . 44 of the Civil Service Act . 
18 . 1  Notwithstanding anything in this Act,  or any other Act of the Legislature , a person to 
whom leave of absence is granted under , and who complies with , section 44 of the Civil Ser

vice Act is not ineligible to be nominated for , or elected a s ,  a member of the Legislature, nor 
is he disqualified , while he is on leave of absence under section 44 of the Civil Service Act, 
from sitting or voting in the A s sembly . 

And this is really consequent to the change that was made in the Civil Service Act . 

MR . CHAIRMAN: Clause 1 . 1  The Honourable Leader of the Opposition . 

MR . SPIVAK: I just wondered if the Legislative Council have - I  appreciate the intent 
but I wonder does the wording complete what 's intended, particularly the last part , "nor is he 
di squalified while he 's  on leave of absence under Section 44 of the Civil Service Act from 
sitting or voting in the Assembly" Based on the changes in the Act under 44 he 's entitled 
if leave is granted to sit in the A s sembly . 

MR . SCHREYER: One Act is clear and the other is less than clear , and we thought to 
clear up any possible ambiguities . 

MR . SPIVAK: Well under the Act in its final form it was completed, leave is granted , 
and the person is entitled to be nominated and elected and to sit . What you 're saying here 
that he 's not disqualified if leave of absence under Section 44 - so in effect what you're saying 
is that this is really indicating that if there 's  any confusion in this Act you 're just basically 

saying that this Act is changed Act altering the other act which doesn't .  

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourable First Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER: Another way to put it , Mr . Chairman , is that the provision in the 

C ivil Service Act is clear . We wanted to insure that the Legislative A ssembly Act had a 

provision that was clearly worded so as to be in harmony with the section 44 of the Civil 

Service Act . I suppose as a layman I could argue that strictly speaking this amendment I am 
proposing here is not necessary, may be redundant, but that's a layman 's  opinion , and in 

order to avoid any pos sible ambiguity or conflict of interpretation as between the Legislative 

A ssembly Act and Section 44 of the C ivil Service Act that it was better to propose this amend

ment . It's complementary and certainly clarifies and avoids any possible ambiguity . 

MR.  CHAIRMAN: 1 . 1  as amended -- pas s ;  Clause 2 -- pass . The Honourable Leader 
of the Opposition . 

MR . SPlVAK: Well I guess this deals with the section that was in the one amendment 

that was withdrawn . In one of the amendments - -(Interjection) - - yes .  Well i t  w a s  altered 
and changed . It applied both to a Crown agency and I guess would apply to the Civil Service , 
and that has to do with the ability of a person to be able to sit in the Legislature during the 
Session and be in a position, if the contractual arrangements are such , that he can go back 
to the Crown agency and work there during the period of time in between session s .  If I 'm 

correct ,  and I want to follow this because there is a problem of principle involved here which 
I think we should discuss and agree on or see if there's a consensus on it . 

At one point the Minister of Labour introduced an amendment to the Civil Service Act 
in which he indicated that a person would be capable of sitting in the Legislature as a member 
having applied under 44 of the Act,  and at the same time when the session was completed being 
able to go back within the Civil Service in between sessions . That section was put in and that 
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(MR . SPIVAK C ont'd) . . .  section was withdrawn . That section was withdrawn , that amend

ment was withdrawn . - -(Interjection) - - Yes , I 'm telling you with respect to a civil servant . 
MR.  PAULLEY: . . .  applicable only to the Crown agencie s .  

MR . SPIV AK: I 'm sorry . 

MR . PAULLEY: And made applicable only to the Crown agencies , or to . . .  
MR.  SPIVAK: Within the Civil Service Act itself ? I think that was withdrawn as 

well . This really is the section . 

MR . SCHREYER : No that wasn't withdrawn, it was modified . 
MR . PAULLEY: That wasn't -- I don 't think it was withdrawn this past - in the House . 

MR . SCHREYER: It was made applicable to commercial enterprises . 

MR . SPIVAK: I 'm sorry, I 'm wrong , it's 44 (7) . But now I 'd like to if I can understand 
how this complements it, and I think this would be the important thing, if I can . Under 44 (7) 

which was passed, notwithstanding subsection 6 ,  an agency of the Government that is en
gaged in a commercial enterprise may grant to a person employed by it, and who's elected 
to the Legislative A ssembly , leave of absence without pay for the duration of each session 

during which he sits as a member of the Legislative Assembly, and this subsection shall be 
deemed to have always been the law . All right . This section says , having been before he 
was elected as a member an employee of a Crown agency and covered by a collective agree

ment between the C rown agency and a bargaining agency for unit of employees that include 

the person continuing his employment with the Crown agency under the terms and conditions 
of the collective agreement . Well we have some variation because the first Act refers to 

engaged in a commercial enterprise . 

A MEMBER: Well that's the intent . 
MR . SPIVAK :  Yes,  but I think we have a difference in wording here and that may be 

something that should be cleared . 
A MEMBER : If he's engaged in a commercial enterprise he has to have . . .  clause . 

MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable First Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr . Speaker , certainly in principle we 'd be quite prepared to 

accept the suggestion of the Leader of the Opposition but it raises a complicating factor 
and that is ,  that a Crown agency that is of a commercial nature , that is really the intent . 

However if we restrict it to that by way of addition of words to restrict it to commercial 
enterprise , that will not cover such agencies as , for example , the Securities C ommission , 

and you get into a problem of definition . We would prefer to leave it in the wording that is 

here,  although I repeat in principle certainly we do not hav e the difficulty in accepting the 
suggested wording , addition of the words "commercial" "commercial enterprise" . But it 
will cause us some legal drafting problems . --(Interjection)-- Did you suggest commissions 

be added ? 
MR . CHAIRMAN :  The Honourable Leader of the Opposition . 
MR . SPIVAK: Well the problem that I have here I guess is the definition , either in the 

definition section here or the definition of a C rown agency . What is a Crown agency ? 
Is that a C orporation ? - -(Interjection) - - No . So it could .be a commis sion . So a C rown 

agency could be a commission . You mentioned the Securities Commission; it could be the 
Manitoba Health Services Commission . You see what we 're really talking about is essentially , 
I think, in one sense two different things from what the Civil Service Act implied .  The Civil 
Service Act if there could have been, I think, reference made to hydro , to telephone , as two 

distinct corporations involved in commercial enterprises,  and that 's what I think the intent 

was - when we talk about a C rown agency here we 're talking about the whole gamut of . . .  
MR . SCHREYER: . . .  get the concurring advice of the Legislative Council . Clearly, 

Mr. Chairman , we are quite happy to make progres s ,  if that 's the word, one step at a time . 
The intent here is really to relate to agencies or corporations of a commercial enterprise 

nature . We c ertainly are not continuing to force the argument or is sue insofar as commission s ,  

boards , that are o f  a non-commercial nature . The intent is to define o r  to consider Crown 
agencies or corporations as being of a commercial nature if they are financed in whole or in 
major part by their own revenues generated by their own activity , you know ,  as quite apart 
from being financed entirely by the Crown by way of appropriations or premium s ,  which really 

is not self-financing . So therefore I would ask the Legislative Counsel to simply prepare the 
wording, after the word "agency" in the second line to add the words "of a commercial enter

prise nature", meaning self-sustaining . 
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MR . CHAIRMAN: C lause 2 as amended . Is that agreed ? Pass . Clause 3 - pass;  

Clause 4 ,  section 59 ( 1) (a) -pas s ;  (b) -pass; 5 9  ( 1) -pass ;  Section 59 (2)  (a) -pass;  (b) -pass;  
59 (2) -pass;  Section 59 -

MR. SPIVAK: I think there's a point to be mentioned here and I --(Interjection)-- Well 
it 's  following 59 (2) but 59 (1)  with respect to the indemnity . Again I pose the question to the 
Government , and I think that this question should be determined, and that has to do with 

remuneration received by the Cabinet in the sense that that 's not fixed within the Act, it's by 
Order-in-Council , and I guess under the Administrative Act . There 's already been one 
experience that I 'm aware of where this was done , not subject to an approval of the Legis
lature , and that 's of course capable of being done , and I 've indicated as I did yesterday a 
certain position with respect to the Premier and in doing that I completely forgot, and I must 

admit that that 's capable of being adjusted by Order-in -Council . But I 'm wondering as a 
matter of practice,  if the Act is going to be corrected, whether in effect it should rel;Ilain by 

way of Order-in-Council or whether it should not be fixed subject to be changed in the 
Legislative Assembly itself. Now that 's something that may or may not have been considered 

by the First Minister and the C abinet , but I pose that as a position now , and it doesn't relate 
by any particular concern on my part for what the Government will be doing , or is doing , and 

it 's not meant in any way as a refle ction at all on the Government in term s of any change or 

alteration that could occur , but I wonder if in principle at this point there shouldn't be con
sideration for it to be placed in such a way that it is fixed within an Act subject to change in 

the Legislature , and probably in the Legislative Assembly Act. And if that is a matter that 

should be considered - -(Interjection ) - - That is the members of the treasury branch itself ? 

Yes I think so . Well I think the Leader of the Opposition is mentioned , and that 's a matter 

of fact one of the reasons why I completely forgot . But I 'm wondering as a matter of prin
ciple whether it shouldn 't, and whether it should not be considered, and it may that this may 

or may not be a desirable thing but I think we should at least determine it at this time . Then 
of course we then can discuss the other feature that I mentioned with respect to the position 
of the First Minister . But that 's not my intent . My intent is to discuss the principle of 
whether it should be done by Order-in-Council or by Act . 

MR.  CHAIRMAN: The Honourable First Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER : Well , Mr . Chairman , certainly I could comment at length on the 

suggestion but I will just confine myself to a very brief observation on the Leader of the 

Opposition 's suggestion . There is a certain instant logic and even appeal to the suggestion 
but I am afraid that it is not one that we could accept, you know, with relatively little considera
tion . 

There are profound ramifications to it , and I admit most of them are theoretical more 
than real , but, for example, the idea that the Legislature by statute law would set the salary 
of members of the Executive Council I believe to be a complete departure from parliamentary 

custom and convention right up until this day . I would be very surprised if there is any 
jurisdiction under the British parliamentary system that does it in that fashion . And 
furthermore ,  while it is only theoretical , occasionally a member of the Executive Council is 
a member not of this House , at least for a few months or a few weeks , and it's certainly con
stitutional , but the salary if it were to be covered only by statute in the Legislative Assembly 

Act would preclude that pos sibility , which is largely theoretical , and really it would I think 
have a profound effect right to the roots of our system of British parliamentary government . 
I don't want to dismiss the Honourable the Leader of the Opposition 's suggestion but we are 
far from ready to implement it at this time . We 'd have to ponder it . 

MR.  CHAIRMAN: (The remainder of Clause 4 was read and passed) 
Clause 5 - 62 ( 1) -- The First Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER : Here, Mr . Chairman , there is a very simple amendment that the 

proposed subsection 62 (1)  of The Legislative Assembly Act as set out in Section 5 of Bill 95 
be amended by striking out the figures "10�" in the fourth line thereof and substituting there

for the figures and word "15 cents" . 
MR . CHAIRMAN: (Clause 5 ,  as amended and Clause 6 were read and passed) 
Clause 7 (a) -- pass ; (b) - I  believe there is an amendment . The First Minister . 7 (b) . 
MR . SCHREYER: Well , Mr . Chairman , I move that clause (b) of Section 7 of Bill 95 

be struck out and the following clause be substituted therefor : (b) by adding thereto at the end 
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(MR .  SCHREYER cont'd) . . .  of clause (b)  thereof the words "but not including the expenses 

incurred in travelling to and from a sitting of the Committee in the C ity of Winnipeg . "  

A MEMBER: . . .  prejudice against your urban members . 

MR . CHAIRMAN :  Clause 7 ,  as amended , and Clauses 8 ,  9 and 10 were read and passed) 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr . Chairman , I think it would be appropriate if I were to indicate 

that with the passage of Section 66 . 4 ,  Telephone Privileges ,  to indicate to honourable members 
that with the passage of this section it is hoped that there can be an avoidance of the sort of 
syndrome of problems of keeping track of members '  telephone usage as has been the problem 
in the ppst . I know that the Honourable the Speaker has been quite distraught with the task he 
had of keeping track of the telephone calls and costs and just who it was that was placing calls 
to what places,  etc . It is hoped that this section will obviate that problem with the honourable 
members 1 cooperation . It will narrow the list, Mr.  Chairman , of those persons that the 

Speaker will have to track down to ascertain who was calling . 
MR . CHAIRMAN: Section 11 -- pas s . Section 12 - 66 . 6  (a) - the Honourable First 

Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr . Chairman , there is an amendment we are proposing here in 

response to the concern expressed that the use of this service should not be such as to enable 

an honourable member to order or commandeer , if that 's the word , or to certainly such as not 

to allow an honourable member to arrange for the specific and exclusive purpose of going from 
point A to point B by direct arrangement and exclusive use arrangement of government air 

service , and accordingly I would move , THAT the proposed section 66 . 6  of The Legislative 

Assembly Act as set out in Section 12 of Bill 95 be amended by adding thereto immediately 

after the word "may" in the first line thereof the words , "on a non-charter and incidental 

basi s" . That i s  about the best legal language we could find to make clear the intent and the 
constraint . 

MR . CHAIRMAN: 66 . 6  as amended - -The Honourable Leader of the Opposition . 
MR . SPIVAK: Mr . Chairman , I have already indicated the position to the Premier and 

I 'd like to repeat it again . I think that there should be an addition to this with respect to the 
member - and I appreciate the fact that there may be 57 members who may want to be in a 
position to use the service ,  if it is available ,  on the basis of service into an area that cannot 
be reached unless there is an air facility, but I wonder in the light of what I think is the general 

growing concern of the Legislature for the developments in Northern Manitoba and for the 
problems of the remote communities , whether there should not be provision that it should apply 
to the member , or the member and the Leaders of the two opposition parties as such.  I talked 
to the Premier about the Leader or his designate , but of course the designate could be 20 
members within a caucus ,  or four members within another caucus , and I think that probably 
is extreme , but I wonder if there should not be that provision on that so that in effect a 

J 

community is not isolated from the full political process which normal communities who are 
accessible would have , based on the member and the representatives from the other parties ,  I 
particularly in dealing with matters in which there are concerns with respect to particular 
departments or administration and there is no way that there can be direct communication 

other than by travelling in . Now I would suggest that by limiting it in that way then there 
should not be concern of abuse or a misuse of this right . 

MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable First Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr . Chairman, certainly the first part of the Honourable Leader of 

the O pposition's comment I would think is valid enough that with the changing times , changing 

circumstances , that there is need for greater access on a greater frequency basis than in 

years gone by with respect to northern regions and northern communitie s ,  and so on . It is in 
attempting to deal with that desire that we have made provision for , in 66 . 4 ,  for really un
restricted telephone privileges of honourable members to any point within Manitoba,  so that 's 
a communication access improvement . 

With respect to transport access improvement , certainly it is open to the opposition 

parties to allocate such amount as they see fit in their judgment for the purpose of covering 
the bonafide costs of transport of their Leader , or their designate , and that will vary I suppose 
from time to time as to just who is the individual;  that ' s  not the point here . They'll be able 

to allocate from those amounts of funds that are voted to the caucus research and caucus 

expense fund and that, as the honourable members opposite know , is being doubled , and we 
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( MR .  SCHREYER Cont•d) . • • . •  wouldn't presume to indicate to honourable members 
opposite as to how they wish to allocate their caucus operating funds . If it is being doubled, 
that means then, Sir , that on the basis of $ 1 , 000 imputed per member it would give a fund of 
$ 20 ,000,  $21, 000 and $4 , 000,  $ 5 , 000 in the case of the Liberal Party. They may choose to 

use 5 ,  10, 15  percent, I would think, or more if they wish, for the purpose of covering those 
kinds of costs that fall between the sections, or not covered by the sections of the Legislative 

Assembly Act and I would like to think that for the next year or two that it can be managed on 
that basis without restricting the necessary movement of members of opposition parties into 

the north on important business , such as they see fit. 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourable Member for La Verendrye . 
MR. BOB BANMAN (La Verendrye) : Thank you, Mr . Chairman. My question on this 

section is that at present isn•t it a practice that members of the Legislature can, if there is 
room on a government air service plane , travel at no cost to the m ?  Would this be a special 

granting to some thing that we don•t already have access to ? 

MR . CHAIRMAN : The Honourable First M inister . 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr .  Chairman, I don•t think it surprises anyone to know that there 

is always in addition to what is specifically provided for in law, there is always sort of 
unwritten modes of conduct which are decided on the basis of just common sense I guess I 

would have to say. Certainly in the past honourable members who wish to go to some northern 

community if there was a government air service flight en route and the honourable member 
could find that out by calling the Government A ir Service Dispatch Office , I don't think that 
there would be any objection. This is handled on a casual basis , common sense basis , and 
if it 's not abused - by abuse I mean if five or ten at any one time want to hitch a ride then it 
wouldn•t be a very tenable arrangement . But certainly there is no desire or intention to 

prevent any honourable member from ascertaining whether or not there is a flight, that is 
going in any case to a given point , and if there is a seat available to make arrangements to go . 

That wouldn •t pose a problem . 
A ME MBER: It1s the unwritten agreement , it would not be upset. 
MR . CHAIRMAN: (Clause 12, as amended , and Clause 13 and 14 were read and 

passed) Section 15 - 68. 1(a) -- The Honourable Member for Brandon West . 
MR . McGILL :  Mr. Chairman, I think in debate on second reading reservations about 

this matter of indexing, that are held by some members at least , were expressed by the 
Member for Riel and the Member for Morris . This would apply equally to this section, or to 
the section which we have already passed on 59 ( 6) . But I think that their positions would 

adequately reflect those which I would hold at this time . It seems to me that the building in of 
an indexing or cost of living feature into indemnities and to allowances is somewhat difficult 
to reconcile with the principles of government who are serious about controlling inflation. I 
certainly concede that in matters of pension there is a reasonable argument for making this 
condition, but I do feel, Mr. Chairman, that in principle this is something which I cannot 
support.  I may have missed the comments of the First Minister on second reading in respect 
to the issue as it was originally presented by the previous members that spoke , but I would 
appreciate hearing the comments of the First Minister in this regard. 

MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Morris . 
MR . WARNER H .  JORGENSON (Morris):  Mr . Chairman, I spoke on this during second 

reading as well and I just want to add one or two further comments . The First Minister in 

introducing the bill did say that various methods of calculating what might be rates of 
indemnities for members have been tried.  It•s true that in Ontario they set up a commission 
to study the whole question of indemnities ;  they came in, as the First Minister said , with a 
very elaborate report; the House of Commons has used outsiders to determine rates of pay. 

We did it on one occasion in this Legislature and the Rules Committee accepted those 

recommendations and passed them on to the Government, and the Government rejected most of 
the recommendations . So , I sometimes wonder just how useful it is to deal with this matter 

by referring it to people who in many cases have never been in the Legislature , and now the 
First Minister is attempting to use another technique by indexing it. I just want to put it on 

the record that I think that this method will be equally as unsuccessful . I don•t think it will 

work, and I think that eventually members themselves are finally going to have to come to 
grips with this question and as embarassing as it is from time to time , I think we just have to 
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(MR .  JORGENSON Cont•d) . • • • •  r ecogniz e that in  the final analysis we are  the ones that are 
going to hav e to make that decision, and we •r e the ones that are going to hav e to suffer the 
criticisms that come as a r esult of thos e decisions from tim e to time. 

MR. DEP UTY CHAIRMAN (MR. WALDING) : The Honourable the First Minist er .  
MR . SCHREYER: W ell , Mr.  Chairman, I can c ertainly a ppr eciat e th e uncertainty , or 

the misgivings , perha ps ev en , to go further , perha ps th e o pposition on the part of those who 
hav e s poken thus far , to the conc ept that is embodi ed her e  in not only s ection 68 but in s ection 
59 which has alr eady pass ed,  it's the same provision, and frankly I am not so bold as to 
pr esume that this will b e  the answer for all time. No legislatur e as my Honourable fri end 
from Brandon W est will know, no legislatur e really binds futur e legislatur es , and if this 
conc ept a pprov es for what ev er r eason to b e  unworkable, although I hav e no such fears ,  but 
less than desirable, it can b e  changed.  Th e r eason why we v ery much want to pro pos e  this 
and hav e it put into the Act is that it provides som e rational guid eline and formula r eally -
it's mor e  than a guideline it would b e  a formula - a rational formula for asc ertaining what is 
the right thing to do in terms of adjustment of emolument to keep it in line with th e changing 
world and economy around us . 

At the risk of b eing somewhat r epetitious I indicat ed yesterday , and r epeat now, that 
w e  from tim e to time t his and other legislatur es hav e asked outside persons to do a study 
and invariably t hey come in with recomm endations that ther e should b e  adjustments , th er e  
must be adjustments in all fairness , and that ther e  should b e  some rationale or some formula 
u pon which to det ermine this , and we have r ec eiv ed suggestions such as that we should som e
how ti e this on a pro portionaliz ed formula basis to the salary of judges , and if not judges th en 
the Civil S ervice, s enior officer s eries ,  or professional officer s eries in the Civil Service, 
both of which suggestions hav e b een dismiss ed by this Administration, the past Administration, 
and this L egislatur e I think would give it short shrift as other legislatur es hav e done such as 
Ontario. But t her e is one possible rational e that I feel v ery confident do es comm end its elf 
to the su pport of honourable memb ers and all citiz ens , and that is to take as a bas e of 
calculation the average wage of the average of citiz enry of our province, and that , Sir , th e 
clos est thing w e  hav e to that in statistical formulation is the composite industrial av erage wage 
index. I feel v ery enthusiastic that this is as good a rationale as it is possible to conc eiv e of, 
as good a formula as is possible to conc eptualiz e. And it --(Int erj ection)-- yes ,  and it is 
worth a try. 

A MEMBER: lt's what we a pply in the C ivil S ervic e . . • 

MR . SCHREYER :  And I don't think that anyone can b e  critical of it b ecaus e it 
r elates memb ers of this Ass embly who ar e r epr es enting the citiz en body of this provinc e, 
and in their totality t hat is what you call av erage, Sir , and since  we r epr es ent the - I don •t 
want to overus e the word - sinc e  we repr es ent by definition th e av erage of the citiz enry of our 
province, we th er efor e should b e  looking upon ourselv es in the sam e context in t erms of 
r emuneration, and I say it c ertainly merits impl em entation and a try. 

Having said that I want to indicate that there  is need to d el et e  S ection (b) or rath er 
sub -clause (b) in 68 . 1 . Th er e  is no problem with r es pect to S ection 59 , which w e  •v e alr eady 
pass ed,  in t erms of making the adjustment on the indemnity, but with r es pect to the annual 
exp ens e allowanc e what is r equir ed is to take the percentage increas e in the consumer price 
index and multi ply it ,  not by the industrial wage but by the actual expens e allowanc e as it 
last existed --(Interj ection)-- Pardon? I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman, ther e  is no need to make 
any amendment it's fine the way it is . I r ecommend it to th e Hous e. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : (Claus es 15 to 25 wer e  r ead s ection by s ection and pass ed) 
The Honourabl e First Minist er .  
MR . SCHREYER :  W ell, M r .  Chairman, I r eally will hav e  t o  ask indulgenc e of 

honourable memb ers o pposite for leav e to go back to S ection 68 . 1  (b) b ecaus e --(Int erj ection)-
Y es ,  b ecaus e the r efer enc e ther e  is to cost of living incr eas es in annual allowance. That is 
not referring to the expens e allowanc e. It •s my error . That is r eferring to the pension and 
therefore (b) r eally must come out otherwis e  it will result in a far gr eat er incr ease than is 
int end ed.  It just wouldn't b e  justifiable, and ther efor e the simple amendment , Mr.  Chairman 
I 'm not formally moving it now I just want to explain it - would b e  to delet e  (b) which r efers to 
the industrial wage index and to substitute the words "the annual allowanc e r ec eiv ed under this 
part in the next pr ec eding y ear".  It should b e  "in the last year" , I 'm sorry. "In the next 

• 
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(MR .  SCHREYER Cont •d) . • • • •  preceding year" Yes , that•s right ,  that•s right , "in the next 
preceding year" . And that then will simply mean, all that means is that the adjustment in the 
annual pension allowance will be adjusted simply, purely and simply by the CPI , by the Con
sumer Price Index. And really that's I think quite understandable . If it•s left the way it is it 
would mean, as I said, an increase substantially greater than what is intended. So if I could 
have leave I would put before honourable members that motion, that Section 68 . 1  be amended 
by deleting clause (b) and substituting the following: 

"(b) the annual allowance received under this P art in that next preceding year." 
MOTION presented and carried .  
MR . SPEAKER: Preamble -- pas s .  The Honourable First Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr. Chairman, I find that there is another technical problem but I 

believe it can be easily resolved. I refer honourable members to Page 3 ,  Section 60 ( 1) which 
reads now as follows: 

(a) An amount equal to 1/3 of the indemnity and allowance payable in respect of the 
next previous year, after the end of the 2nd week. 

If passed in that wording it would actually result , unintentionally it would result in less 
being advanceable at the end of the second week than is the case now, and that•s not the intent. 
--(Interjection)-- Well it's all of the expense allowance and one-half of the indemnity . I 
think the very simple way to correct it is to simply change the figure 1/3 to 1/2, and if that's 
agreed by leave , I would move that Section 60 ( 1) be amended by deleting the word and 
figure "1/3 in the first line of paragraph (a) and substituting therefore, the word and figures 
"1/21 1 •  

MOTION presented and carried. 
MR . CHAIRMAN: Preamble -- pass;  title -- pass .  Bill be reported. Committee 

rise and report .  Call in the Speaker . 
Mr. Speaker , the Committee of the Whole has considered Bill No . 8 5  and directs 

me to report progress.  The Committee has also considered Bill No. 95 and directs me to 
report same with certain amendments and asks leave to sit again . 

IN SESSION 

MR . SPEAKER: Order please.  The Honourable Member for Logan. 
MR. WILLIAM JENKINS (Logan) : Mr . Speaker , I beg to move , seconded by the 

Honourable Member for Winnipeg Centre that the report of the Committee be received. 
MOTION presented and carried. 

THIRD READING - BILL NO . 95  

BILL No. 9 5  was read a third time and passed. 

BILL NO . 9 1  

MR . PAULLEY:  I wonder, Mr . Speaker , whether you would now call Bill No . 9 1 ,  
held b y  the Honourable Member for Morris . 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris . 
MR . JORGENSON: Mr . Speaker , I adjourned this debate for �y colleague the 

Honourable Member for Fort Garry . 
MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry. 
MR . L . R .  (BUD) SHERMAN (Fort Garry) : Mr . Speaker , I intend to be very brief 

in my remarks to this bill, which would probably be met with considerable feeling of relief 
on the part of the Minister and his colleagues.  The legislation I think is the kind of legislation 
that commends itself to all members of the House.  The improvements made in the Super
annuation Act and in the application of benefits payable under the Superannuation Fund are 
sound and laudable ones and make it a more practical and efficient piece of Legislation in 
terms of the realities of life in Canada today . What is being done with respect of portability 
is good and desirable and gi VBS the Act, and the application oft he fund itself, much more meaning , and 
brings it into line with the facts of working life and of pension life in modern-day society. 

I•ve had a chance to look over the notes that the Minister distributed to our side of the 
House yesterday in conjunction with the bill itself, and to discuss the basic recommendations 
with my colleagues and we find ourselves ,  Sir , in total agreement with what the Minister 
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(MR. SHERMAN Cont rd) . • • . .  proposes here . We wish to go o n  record a s  indicating our 
support for the legislation at this point , 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 
MR . STEVE PATRICK (Assiniboia) : Mr . Speaker, I do wish to make a few comments 

at this time on Bill 91 ,  an Act to amend the Civil Service Superannuation Act, and the three 
principles involved in the bill I do support and agree with the bill. 

One of the principles,  which I believe is a very good one , which prevented certain 
types of employment, non�permanent employment , from being classed as pensionable 
employment, and today that is changed regardless of whether he is on a permanent staff or 
not . This will apply from now on and I think it's a very good feature , Mr. Speaker . 

The other principle is amending the Superannuation Act, the requirement, which the 
Minister indicated yesterday, the employee had to have five years service before he would 
be able to be transferred or take his pension along with him, and that requirement is deleted, 
I believe it•s long overdue that in public service we take the leadership , sole leadership , 
because if we don't I can•t see how in private industry today this same leadership will be 
shown or exemplified if we don•t do it in the public service . I think that this type of legislation 
is required because of the altering concepts of the individual needs and government responsi
bility in the changing of our times,  Mr . Speaker. 

I believe that at the beginning everyone would agree that at the present time the 
expectancy, the age expectancy of people is much longer and people need a pension in 
retirement to support these people , E mployee pensions , Mr. Speaker , have grown rapidly 
in the post-war years,  It was presumed that by 19 64 there were more than 10 , 000 plans in 
active operation, and certainly these plans provided added security for income in retirement 
which benefits both the recipients and the province , or the nation, Mr . Speaker. But I would 
like to indicate to you that the Dominion Bureau of Statistics survey in 1960 indicated that 
8 ,  900 pension plans were established with 2 ,  7 million employees , but show that only four 
percent of  the employees leaving their employer before retirement had any immediate full 
vesting, Mr. Speaker , and this is the reason that there is definitely a rieed at the present 
time for some standard, for some standards of portability in private pensions as well as 
the public pension. 

I believe in the survey 31 percent of the covered employees would receive none of 
their employer 's contribution if they left before retirement; and nearly half of the remaining 
covered employees would have to remain under the plan for 20 years or more to obtain all of 
their employer's contributions . 

So , Mr. Speaker , this is an indication in itself that deficiency and the no standards 
that we have presently in the private sector . So I commend the Minister in bringing this 
Legislation and showing, and I hope that it would be an indication and some guidelines for the 
private sector as well, and perhaps we•ll be able to deal with that as the Minister indicated 
yesterday through the Private Members •  Resolution and a special committee to deal with that .  
So  I will not take any more time about full vesting when the employees leave their employe rs. 

The other very important principle in this Act,  Mr . Speaker , is the amendment that 
provides that when the employee who resigns elects to begin receiving his pension, and his 
pension will be increased by the amount equal by any percentage increase in the Canadian 
Consumer P rice Index since his resignation, if I have it correctly. That was the other 
principle in the bill, and I certainly do support , Mr . Speaker , the legislation and hope that 
this will somehow at least be some small indication that what we •re doing in public schemes 
that will, I hope , be some measure and some indication to the priv�te sector as well that 
there must be some standards because at the present time you know there is no portability, 
there is no standards , and I hope that during the recess we •ll be ableto deal with that matter . 
I certainly support the Legislation, Mr . Speaker . 

QUESTION put and MOTION carried. 

BILL NO . 9 2  

MR . SPEAKER: Bill No . 92 .  
MR . PAULLEY: Bill 9 2 ,  Mr .  Speaker. 
MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Brandon West. 
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MR . McGILL: Mr. Speaker , Bill No . 9 2 ,  a n  A c t  to amend The Teachers •  P.ensions 
Act, was described by the Minister as a bill that would add some portability to the teachers •  
pensions and provide for those teachers some additional mobility that they didn't have without 
some penalties under the pension plan in previous years . I think that it does deal adequately 
with these changes,  and that they are changes that are certainly desirable in the pension plans . 

The matter of cost of living indexing I think too is one , a principle that is acceptable 
on all sides in respect to pensions , and I see that some improvements have been included in 
this bill in that respect. 

If there are any matters which might be discussed they are perhaps items which are 
not contained in the bill . I understand that the teachers do have some concerns about a very 
small group of teachers with war service who are not yet in their view adequately dealt with 
under this plan, and it may be that some presentations will be made when the bill reaches 
the Committee stage . 

But in principle this is a very acceptable bill, one which we can support, and I would 
commend it to the Assembly. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St. Boniface . 
MR. J .  PAUL MARION (St .  Boniface) : Well, Mr. Speaker , we too of the Liberal 

P arty would like to add some comment to the discussion on this bill by saying that the Liberal 
Party has long advocated, and actively , for the past three years some of the measures that 
are being invoked by Bill 9 2 .  

There's no doubt that portability a s  a factor that i s  now going to give freedom o f  action 
to a great number of teachers , and this is fully recognized in the bill. I think that we're not 

locking in people , we're giving them the opportunity of moving to other professions if because 
of health reasons , or because of ambitions in life they can best be fulfilled in other professions , 
and this is certainly an excellent feature that we have long advocated and are pleased to see 
come into being. 

I think that indexing is of course something that today has become a way of life . It 
makes a great deal of sense , and it doesn't penalize as is the case now for a great number of 
people who are on pension, and who went on pension before the advent of indexing are being 
punished. They have to live with means that they provided for themselves when the cost of 
living was far from being what it is today. 

Mr . Speaker , without taking any more time of this House we would like to voice our 
support for this measure , and some of the areas that we'd like to explore further with the 
Minis ter will be able to be explored when it•s in the Committee stage . 

QUESTION put and MOTION carried. 
MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Labour . 
MR . PAULLEY: Mr. Speaker , it •s very obvious there would be no point in attempting 

to go into Law Amendments Committee at this hour . I am going to suggest that you adjourn 
the House, but before doing that I would like to indicate to members that there was an agree
ment that members would meet at 1:30 , or certain members would meet at 1:30, in relation 
to the Mineral Taxation Bill, and what I would intend to do for this afternoon is to go through 
routine proceedings and if possible go into Committee of the Whole House to consider the 
Mineral Bill and have it passed. Following that we would go into Law Amendments Committee 
to consider bills referred, and this evening I think it may be advisable to call the House 
for 8 :00 o •clock, and then go into Law Amendments following that. So Mr . Speaker . . . 

MR . SPEAKER: Agreement being to adjourn, the House is now adjourned and stands 
adjourned until 2:30 this afternoon. (Thursday) 




